FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON
WHITE SPRINGS AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS, INC.

(d/b/a PCS PHOSPHATE —WHITE SPRINGS)
HAMILTON COUNTY MINE CONTINUATION PERMITTING

HAMILTON COUNTY, FLORIDA

Need or Opportunity. The White Springs Agricultural Chemicals, Inc. (d/b/a PCS
Phosphate — White Springs) (PCS) project area covers 100,580 acres in southeast
Hamilton County, Florida (Figure 1). The area is approximately 40 miles south of
Valdosta, Georgia and 60 miles west of Jacksonville, Florida. It is located within
the Suwannee River Basin that encompasses a total of 9,950 square miles in
Florida and Georgia. Most of the river flow passing the Hamilton County Mine
(HCM) originates in the Okefenokee Swamp, which results in the waters being very
darkly colored and acidic. Land use in the basin is primarily silviculture and
agriculture. Population in the upper basin is low.

On February 11, 1980, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region IV
requested that the Jacksonville District, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE,
Corps or District), assert discretionary authority over all wetlands within the
Occidental Chemical Agricultural Products, Inc. (Occidental) [predecessor to PCS
Phosphate-White Springs] project area, based on concerns for habitat loss and
potential water quality impacts on the Suwannee River. The location of the project
area is shown in Figure 1. The District asserted discretionary authority on June 17,
1980. On January 8, 1981, the District Engineer determined that an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) would be required.

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the ACOE issued an EIS in February
1986 for Occidental in Hamilton County. The 1985 DEIS considered various
alternatives for mining and reclamation/mitigation for the purpose of producing
phosphate ore. The final EIS was issued in 1986 and evaluated an additional
alternative. The EIS was supported by a Technical Background Document (TBD)
that was completed in 1985. Various regulatory decisions were made by the
ACOE (and other regulatory authorities) in the years following finalization of the
EIS.



Based on the EIS and a 1987 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among
Occidental, EPA, and the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (now
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)), the ACOE issued a long-term
permit (#198404652) for mining and mining operations in approximately 7,500
acres of wetlands on October 7, 1987. That permit was scheduled to expire on
October 7, 2002. In a letter dated February 27, 2002 Mr. Kevin O’Kane of the
ACOE extended the expiration date of that permit to October 7, 2007. Figure 2
shows the areas preserved from mining by the terms of the MOU (over 19,000
acres), cumulative areas permitted in prior actions or disturbed prior to assertion of
jurisdiction by the ACOE (approximately 46,000 acres), and the evaluation area for
this project (approximately 36,000 acres). The 1987 ACOE permit incorporated
the terms of the 1987 MOU by reference. Figure 3 shows the breakdown of areas
categorized by the 1987 MOU.

In 1995, Potash Corporation of Saskatchewan acquired the White Springs
operations from Occidental. The Hamilton County facility has continued operations
as PCS Phosphate-White Springs (PCS) Hamilton County Mine (HCM). In 1997,
PCS approached the ACOE about permit needs to continue operations beyond the
October 7, 2002 expiration date of the current permit. The ACOE directed PCS to
update the 1985 TBD and the 1986 EIS and produce a Supplemental TBD (STBD)
and Supplemental EIS (SEIS). Based on the alternative selected in the SEIS, PCS
would then apply for a “life of mine” permit to complete operations within the EIS
project boundary. The STBD was published on January 24, 2000 and an
Addendum to the STBD was published on November 27, 2000.

PCS submitted various applications and documents to the regulatory agencies and
interested parties for review in November 2001. Subsequently, PCS has responded
to all agency and public comments through two Requests for Additional Information
(RAI) submitted in May 2002 and September 2002, a Clay Management Plan and
various correspondences. In October 2002 both the Bureau of Mine Reclamation
(BOMR) and the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) requested that PCS withdraw
Upper Bee Haven Bay, Shaky Pond and Bell Creek from permit consideration. In
addition, the ACOE requested reevaluation of jurisdiction within the project
boundary, which resulted in an increase in jurisdictional wetland acres. The net
result of the withdrawal of the three wetland areas and the increase in the ACOE
jurisdiction was a decrease of ACOE jurisdictional wetland acres to be impacted.
These changes resulted in a decrease in the mining footprint of approximately
1,000 acres (19,077 acres to 18,166 acres) and a decrease in wetland jurisdiction
to be impacted from 1,858 acres to 1,671 acres.

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) describes
permitting actions and operations to include an additional 1,671 acres of wetland
jurisdiction and reclaim 1,731 acres of wetlands as partial mitigation for the
impacts within a 18,166 acre footprint as a modification of the existing permit.
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Further modifications of mitigation standards for areas within the existing permit
are also described.

As per the guidance on supplemental EISs, the DSEIS, and the STBD do not repeat
information contained in the original EIS that is still valid. The original 1985 TBD
1985 DEIS and the 2001 DSEIS are available online at
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/permit/hot topics/hot_topics.htm.

Efforts to develop the Plan of Study (POS) for the STBD and for this SEIS began in
late 1997. The ACOE directed PCS to prepare a SEIS to update the 1986 EIS.

PCS worked with the various local, state and federal agencies, environmental
groups and interested parties to develop a draft POS for the STBD, which was to
contain the technical information and analyses to support the SEIS. The formal
Public Notice requesting comments on the draft POS was published by the ACOE
on June 19, 1998. The ACOE published an intent to draft a Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) in the Federal Register at FR/Vol. 63, No.
126/Wednesday, July 1, 1998/Notices. Several meetings with federal, state, and
county organizations, environmental groups and the public were held to discuss the
POS and obtain public input. On September 25, 1998, PCS published the final POS
for the STBD.

The Ecosystem Management Advisory group (EMAg) members and interested
public met twenty nine times from January 1998 through September 2001 to
discuss issues related to the environmental evaluations and studies for the DSEIS
and various permits needed by PCS. Records of these meetings can be found at
the following address:
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/northeast/admweb/pcsprogram/pcsmin.htm

and as Appendix B to the Ecosystem Management Agreement (EMA).

Major Findings and Conclusions. These proposed actions are in the national
interest and can be constructed while protecting the human environment from
unacceptable impacts. The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an
evaluation of the probable impact including cumulative impacts of the proposed
activity on the public interest. That decision will reflect the national concern for
both protection and utilization of important resources. The benefit, which
reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal, must be balanced against
its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the
proposal will be considered including the cumulative effects thereof; among those
are conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns,
wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain
values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, water
supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber
production, mineral needs, considerations of property ownership and, in general,
the needs and welfare of the people.
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Wetland reclamation has become an accepted practice to mitigate for wetland
mining impacts. Research and experience continue to improve wetland design and
establishment practices. PCS has successfully reclaimed approximately 2,600
acres of wetlands at the HCM. Approximately 309 acres have been released by
the FDEP Bureau of Mine Reclamation (BOMR) and approximately 2,300 acres have
met all of the initial requirements and are in the five year extended establishment
period. Given PCS’s successful wetland reclamation, the ability to provide high
paying jobs, tax payments, other economic benefits, and the lack of any significant
adverse environmental impacts, it seems prudent and socially and environmentally
correct to issue a mining permit to allow PCS to continue its mining operations.
The avoidance and minimization analysis for the EIS project area was accomplished
through the 1987 MOU, which formed the basis for the first ACOE mining permit
and was supplemented by further work from September through December of
2002. Please refer to section 2.7 of the DSEIS for details of the MOU. Table 1
compares the alternatives examined in the STBD and selected alternative
represented by the permit application.

Environmental benefits that would occur if each of the respective regulatory
authorities of the applications approve the applications in substantially the same
form as presented in the Ecosystem Management Agreement (EMA) are
summarized as follows:

e PCS will perform reclamation of wetlands mined after January 1, 2002 at a
minimum of acre-for-acre, type-for-type (forested vs. herbaceous)
(“conventional standards”) within the project boundary, except for those
wetlands mined after January 1, 2002 within clay settling area 10V and
within the reclamation program area designated as PCS-HC-CB(9), which
shall remain subject to the previously approved alternate standards. This
commitment includes areas that are currently permitted as alternate
standards areas. Modification of the applicable reclamation/mitigation
standards is incorporated in the applications.

e PCS will provide conservation easements within the Upper Suwannee River
Region (or other form of permanent preservation including fee ownership) on
one-third of a wetland acre per wetland acre mined (regardless of whether
the mined wetlands are within the regulatory jurisdiction of any of the parties
to this Agreement) in the areas covered by the Agreement. Wetland
boundaries are fixed on the basis of the delineations represented by the June
30, 2000 ACOE delineation for the evaluation area and by delineations
incorporated in previous ACOE permits. Selection of appropriate areas will
be guided by the Upper Suwannee Region Land Acquisition and Management
Advisory Team Strategic Plan approved by the Secretary of FDEP in April
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1999. The conservation easement areas could include, but would not be
required for, constructed on-site mitigation areas.

A two-tier monitoring and release criteria system will be developed and
applied. The Tier 1 system will be applicable to the mitigation projects
described in the Joint ACOE/FDEP Wetland Resource Application. These
mitigation projects relate to ACOE and “DER” (Department of Environmental
Regulation) wetland impacts. Monitoring and release criteria are described in
the applications. The design of these projects implements the environmental
enhancement concept of concentration of wetlands at the downstream limits
of mining and reclamation activity in specific drainage basins. The Tier 2
system will be applicable to all other wetland reclamation areas. This tier
will follow the standard (non-ERP (Environmental Resource Permit)) FDEP
BOMR criteria used for isolated wetlands in the project area as found in
Chapter 62C-16, FAC (1993).

PCS will incorporate the objective of water flow across wetlands prior to
discharge into the specific design and implementation of future reclamation
projects. Detailed flow patterns will be created to direct upland surface
runoff through wetlands to the greatest extent practicable. For land-and-
lakes reclamation projects designed to discharge directly to streams, a
minimum acreage of 10% of the open water surface area in that lake will be
constructed as wetland at the point of discharge.

PCS will incorporate upland mixed forest buffers adjacent to Tier 1 wetlands
into the specific design and implementation of future reclamation projects.

Assuming wetland boundaries for the project area to be as described in the
June 30, 2000 ACOE delineation, PCS will not contest or seek further
review of ACOE jurisdiction within the project boundary, including the extent
of jurisdiction on areas previously permitted.

PCS will provide the minimum cumulative contribution to the existing land
acquisition fund required by Special Condition 6 of the January 6, 1997
modification to ACOE permit 198404652 by the contribution scheduled for
the year 2007, with the amount of the minimum contribution adjusted
proportionally to correspond to the wetland acres mitigated through the
“post-modification” standards. With modifications and various mapping
corrections, the corrected total acreage of wetlands covered by the permit as
of November 2, 2001 is 7,439. These are divided between 1,468 acres
subject to “pre-modification” (conventional) standards and 5,971 acres
subject to “post-modification” (alternative) standards. The conversion of
mitigation standards in the application from “post-modification” to “pre-
modification” for 2,700 acres leaves 3,271 acres to be mitigated through the



contributions. The wetland acreage in the existing permit footprint would
then be 3,271 acres subject to “post-modification” standards and 4,168
subject to “pre-modification” (conventional) standards in chapter 16C-16
FAC, as they existed in 1993 (currently in 62C-16 FAC). Proportional
reduction changes the minimum cumulative contribution from $15,560,000
to $8,523,993.

In addition to the environmental impacts, there are significant economic and human
resource impacts. These economic and human resource impacts discussed below
will be reduced due to the withdrawal of three wetland areas. The withdrawal of
these areas resulted in a decrease of approximately 1,000 acres of mining reducing
the mining footprint from 19,077 acres to 18,166 acres, thus reducing the mine
life by approximately 15 — 18 months. These reductions will reduce the economic
and human resource impacts proportionally.

The cumulative total impact on the State of Florida is over $15.1 billion. Of this
total, over $4.4 billion represents personal incomes to Florida residents, over $1.3
billion is taxes for the state and local governments in Florida, and over $9.4 billion
is sales for businesses located in Florida, after payrolls and taxes. Looked at
another way, these 28 years of operation can be expected to generate over
160,000 person-years of employment in the state.

The total economic impact of a projected 28 years of PCS’s operations amounts to
over $5.3 billion in the three-county area including Hamilton, Columbia, and
Suwannee Counties. Of this total, over $2.2 billion represents incomes to the
residents of the counties, just under $390 million is taxes for the state and local
governments in the area, and over $2.7 billion represents sales for the businesses
located in the three counties. In terms of employment, these 28 years of operation
will generate more than 77,000 person-years of employment in the three counties.

The cumulative total economic impact of continued operation of PCS in Hamilton
County for an additional 28 years will be more than $2.0 billion. Of this total, just
under $837 million will be incomes to individual Hamilton County residents, over
$235 million will be taxes for Hamilton County, and over $934 million will be sales
for Hamilton County businesses, after payrolls and taxes. In terms of employment,
these 28 years of operation will generate more than 26,000 person-years of
employment in Hamilton County.

Adverse impacts would include the temporary elimination of upland and aquatic
communities due to the clearing and mining activities. Some individual upland and
aquatic fauna that are less mobile would be eliminated in the clearing and mining
process. More mobile individuals would simply migrate into unimpacted areas or
recently mined or reclaimed areas. None of these would be of significant
magnitude to endanger any faunal populations in the areas. No listed threatened or
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endangered species would be adversely impacted by any of the alternatives. The
USFWS reviewed the proposed project and concluded in a letter from Mr. Pete
Benjamin (dated November 19, 2002) that PCS:

“has sufficiently avoided, minimized, and mitigated for the proposed jurisdictional
wetland impacts, and that the sequence of mining and wetland reclamation,
Suwannee River tributary diversions and restorations, the proposed conservation
easements, and future purchase of environmentally sensitive lands, including
wetlands, will adequately offset the proposed wetland impacts.”

The reclamation and mitigation of uplands and wetlands would restore the
communities eliminated by the mining activities. There will be a minor net loss in
upland area after reclamation due the conversion of upland areas to lakes and
wetlands.

Should the proposed activities not be approved there would be a significant adverse
impact on the people and the economy of the local area.

The avoidance and minimization analysis required by federal regulation and the
"public interest" review for both state and federal interests were completely
addressed during the previous EIS and permitting efforts and was supplemented by
further work from September through December of 2002. Occidental, the EPA,
and the DER, (now FDEP) entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in
1987 in order to formalize and document this process. This MOU provided the
basis for EPA and DER to concur in the issuance of the requested ACOE Section
404 permit. The MOU represented a review of the entire project area, including the
alternatives analysis in the EIS. It incorporated the results of a detailed
examination of wetlands within the project boundary by a variety of federal and
state agencies and other interested parties. The 1987 MOU directly addressed
both the 1987 permitting and all future permitting within the project area. Among
its most important terms was the categorization of wetlands within the project
boundary. Based upon review of data compiled for the EIS and extensive
fieldwork, wetlands were divided into the following categories:

Preservation: The highest quality, most sensitive wetlands, and the 100-year
floodplain of the Suwannee River were designated for permanent preservation from
the company's mining operations. More than 19,000 acres were identified for
preservation. Preservation of these areas was to be accomplished by the transfer
of the company's mining rights to public ownership or, where the company did not
own such rights, a binding agreement not to acquire the right to mine or disturb the
areas. The State of Florida designated the Suwannee River Water Management
District (SRWMD) as the appropriate entity to receive those transfers and
commitments. The transfer of existing mining rights was begun in 1990 with the
company's interest in the 100-year floodplain of the Suwannee River. The actual
areas transferred and made subject to the binding commitment are shown on Figure
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6. The process was completed in 1997. Based upon the terms of the 1987 MOU,
the company does not anticipate designation of additional preservation areas.

Conditional: Permitting of these areas, which included most of Swift Creek Swamp
and a portion of Lower Bee Haven Bay, was made conditional upon the company's
successful demonstration of forested wetland reclamation through a detailed
monitoring program over a six-year period on four selected wetland reclamation
sites. That demonstration was completed on schedule in 1993, whereupon the
ACOE, with agreement from EPA and FDEP (EPA, June 28, 1994; ACOE August
25, 1994 approval letters), acknowledged the demonstration of success and the
conditional areas were approved for operations under the terms of its 1987 permit
(see below).

Deferral: All parties agreed to defer the permitting decision on these areas until the
anticipated second major ACOE permit. Portions of these are included in this
application.

Permittable: Terms were specified in the MOU for permitting of all remaining
wetlands within the project boundary under standard regulatory programs. Except
for the deferral areas noted above, all wetlands proposed for evaluation in the
current process, as well as those permitted in the prior process, are covered by
these terms.

Alternatives. All of the alternatives were evaluated in comparison to the “affected
environment” as defined in 40 CFR 1502.15. It is the condition that would exist in
the area in the absence of the currently proposed project. This includes the
reclamation that would be completed for areas that have been or will be mined
under the no action alternative, Alternative A. Each alternative and the activities
included in the application include proposed mitigation to offset the impacts of the
mining activities. As the mitigation compensates for the impacts of each
alternative, comparisons among the alternatives is difficult. Mining is a temporary
impact due to the reclamation and mitigation that goes hand in hand with the
mining. It should be noted that the mining and reclamation activities occur over
extended time periods. The timing between mining and reclamation is roughly the
same regardless of the alternative. Only the mine life and acres impacted differ.
Both federal and state laws require mitigation and reclamation of the land that is
mined. Given the above, the main differences among the alternatives are the
socioeconomic impacts.

All of these wetlands were carefully evaluated and their mitigation carefully
designed to prevent any failures or offsite impacts. The details are provided in the
joint ACOE and FDEP application. Overall impacts among the alternatives is best
differentiated based on total acres impacted as all the wetlands are reclaimed on an
acre for acre and type for type basis. Projected years of operation for each
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alternative are incremental to existing permitted areas, and may vary substantially
with changes in mining rates.

Alternative A; no wetland mining, no permitting actions (projected statistical mine
plan basis), assumes that all upland areas 40 acres or greater in areal extent that
contain reserves or may contain mineable quantities of phosphate are mined. No
wetlands are mined in the Alternative A evaluation area except for the interim
permit area as discussed in Section 1 (STBD, 2000). No preservation areas are
scheduled for mining, but some small areas may be affected on a limited basis for
mine support corridors. A total of 2,841 acres of mining are projected for
Alternative A. This figure represents the projected mining in the evaluation area
and is equivalent to approximately 3 years of mine life. The excavation quantities
were calculated to be 155,941,021 total cubic yards for the evaluation area at an
average yearly rate of 46,685,258 yards per year.

Clays generated by Alternative A can be contained in the clay settling areas (CSA)
identified in the Conceptual Reclamation Plan (CRP, 1995). No additional settling
areas over those planned for construction inside the previously permitted and
disturbed area would be needed.

Alternative B, mining of all reserves including wetlands (projected statistical mine
plan basis), assumes that all areas within the evaluation area that contain at least
40 contiguous acres of mineable ore are mined whether under wetland or upland.
No preservation areas are scheduled for mining, but some small areas may be
affected on a limited basis for mine support corridors. This alternative projects an
approximate total of 16,298 acres mined over about 20 years. The excavation
guantities would be 969,889,813 total cubic yards for the evaluation area at an
average yearly rate of 49,503,803 total cubic yards.

Six additional settling areas (2,870 acres) over and above those identified in the
CRP (1995) would be needed to contain the clays generated in this alternative. The
additional settling areas would be located adjacent to and are incorporated into the
existing CSA system to the greatest extent possible.

Alternative C, mining of all known reserves including wetlands excluding “DER”
jurisdictional and deferral wetlands (projected statistical mine plan basis), assumes
that all areas, except for the Deferral Areas and FDEP jurisdictional areas, within
the evaluation area that contain at least 40 contiguous acres of mineable ore are
mined whether under wetland or upland. No preservation areas are scheduled for
mining, but some small areas may be affected on a limited basis for mine support
corridors. This alternative projects an approximate total of 14,005 acres mined over
about 16 years. The excavation quantities were calculated to be 795,029,901
total cubic yards for the evaluation area at an average yearly rate of 49,503,803
total cubic yards.
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Sand and clay placement in this alternative is the same as Alternative B except that
less clay, tailings, and mudballs are generated due to the reduction in mining acres
between the two alternatives.

Alternative D, mining of all known reserves (as of November 2000) including
wetlands (prospect and landowner agreement mine plan basis), assumes that all
areas within the evaluation area that contain at least 40 contiguous acres of
mineable ore are mined whether under wetland or upland. No preservation areas are
scheduled for mining, but some preservation areas may be affected on a limited
basis by mine support corridors as contemplated in the MOU and discussed in
Section 2.1 (Addendum to STBD, 2000). This alternative projects an approximate
total of 20,514 acres mined over about 22 years. The excavation quantities were
calculated to be 1,202,209,192 total cubic yards for the evaluation area at an
average yearly rate of 54,854,137 total cubic yards.

Five additional settling areas (2,893 acres) over and above those identified in the
CRP (1995) would be needed to contain the clays generated in this alternative.
The additional settling areas would be located adjacent to and would be
incorporated into the existing CSA system to the greatest extent possible.

The ACOE application footprint/preferred alternative contains approximately 18,166
acres. Mining or mine support activities will be conducted within these areas.
Ditches and/or berms will isolate activities within this footprint from adjacent
uplands and wetlands. All water within these areas will be captured and become
part of the mine water system. It will only be released from the site through
permitted discharge points and after it meets the permit limits to insure no adverse
impacts to water of the U.S. or State.

There are 1,671 acres of ACOE jurisdictional wetlands within the footprint. The
footprint also includes an additional 3,997 acre of other wetlands. All of the 5,670
acres of wetlands are regulated by the BOMR and Hamilton County. The 1,671
acres of ACOE jurisdiction will be mitigated for by reclaiming 1,731 acres of
wetlands. These mitigation acres will be considered “Tier 1” which means that
they have detailed design, monitoring and release criteria, many of which go
beyond requirements in the applicable regulations (see Joint Application for Works
in the Waters of Florida for Wetland Resource Alterations (Dredging and Filling (D/F
Application)) for details). Other commitments of PCS described above and in the
application provide additional mitigation.

This application footprint/preferred alternative, mining of all known reserves (as of
July 2001) including wetlands (prospect and landowner agreement mine plan basis)
and excluding the three wetland areas which were withdrawn, assumes that all
areas within the application footprint that contain at least 40 contiguous acres of



mineable ore are mined whether under wetland or upland. No preservation areas are
scheduled for mining, but some preservation areas may be affected on a limited
basis by mine support corridors as contemplated in the MOU and discussed in
Section 2.1 (Addendum to STBD, 2000). This alternative projects an approximate
total of 18,166 acres mined.

Five additional settling areas (3,393 acres) over and above those identified in the
CRP would be needed to contain the clays generated in this alternative. The
additional settling areas would be located adjacent to and would be incorporated
into the existing CSA system to the greatest extent possible.

Preferred Alternative(s). The preferred alternative is the application
footprint/preferred alternative, which is discussed in the above section.

There are 1,671 acres of ACOE jurisdictional wetlands within the footprint. The
footprint also includes an additional 3,997 acres of other wetlands. All of the
5,670 acres of wetlands are regulated by the BOMR and Hamilton County. The
1,671 acres of ACOE jurisdiction will be mitigated for by reclaiming 1,731 acres of
wetlands. These mitigation acres will be considered “Tier 1” which means that
they have detailed design, monitoring and release criteria, many of which go
beyond requirements in the applicable regulations (see Joint Dredge and Fill
Application for details).

Issues Raised by the Public and Agencies. The following issues were identified
during scoping and by the preparers of the DSEIS to be relevant to the proposed
action and appropriate for detailed evaluation:

e Wetland boundaries

Wetland jurisdiction (revised to conform to the January 9, 2001 US Supreme
Court decision, Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, No. 99-1178 (SWANCC)). At the end of 2002 ACOE
jurisdiction was reevaluated and finalized in a letter from Ms. Marie Burns
(dated December 19, 2002)

Best type of mitigation (conventional, pre-modification or alternative/offsite,
post-modification)

Location of clay settling areas

Potential Net Ecosystem Benefits

Wetland evaluation criteria

Long-term land use

Threatened and endangered species

Socioeconomic impact on county and employees

Areas of Controversy. There are no areas of controversy at this time. The DSEIS
and FSEIS were conducted as part of a State of Florida Ecosystem Management
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Agreement process that includes extensive interagency and public involvement. All
issues were resolved during this process.

Unresolved Issues. There are no unresolved issues at this time. The DSEIS and
FSEIS were conducted as part of State of Florida Ecosystem Management
Agreement process that includes extensive interagency and public involvement. All
issues were resolved during this process.
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